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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO, )
)
Plaintiff-Respondent, ) NO. 44905
)
v. ) ADA COUNTY NO. CR-FE-2016-6245
)
BRADLY YOUNG ANDERSON, )
) APPELLANT’S BRIEF
Defendant-Appellant. )
____________________________________)
STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Bradly  Young Anderson  was  sentenced  to  a  unified  term of  five  years,  with  two years
fixed, after he pled guilty to domestic violence.  He appeals from the district court’s order
relinquishing jurisdiction, challenging both the original sentence and the relinquishment of
jurisdiction.  He contends the district court abused its discretion when it imposed an excessive
sentence and when it relinquished jurisdiction.
2Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
On May 14, 2016, Mr. Anderson was involved in a physical altercation with his wife in
the presence of their infant daughter.  (Presentence Investigation Report (PSI), p.17.)  Officers
responding to the domestic disturbance found a pipe containing approximately 0.3 grams of
suspected marijuana, which Mr. Anderson said belonged to him.  (PSI, p.17.)  Mr. Anderson was
charged by Information with domestic violence in the presence of a child, possession of drug
paraphernalia, and possession of a controlled substance.  (R., pp.57-58.)  He entered into an
agreement with the State pursuant to which he agreed to plead guilty to domestic violence (third
offense within fifteen years), and the State agreed to dismiss the possession charges and
recommend a unified sentence of five years, with two years fixed.  (R., pp.72-79.)  The parties
agreed Mr. Anderson would undergo a domestic violence evaluation, and if the evaluator
determined he presented a low to moderate risk to reoffend, the State would recommend
probation, but if the evaluator determined he presented a moderate to high risk to reoffend, the
State would recommend a rider.  (6/22/16 Tr., p.8, L.10 – p.9, L.1; R., p.74.)  The district court
accepted Mr. Anderson’s guilty plea.  (6/22/16 Tr., p.18, L.24 – p.19, L.2.)
Mr. Anderson participated in a domestic violence evaluation, and was determined to
present a low to moderate risk to reoffend.  (PSI, p.12.)  At sentencing, the State recommended a
unified sentence of five years, with two years fixed, suspended.  Counsel for Mr. Anderson
recommended the same sentence, suspended.  The district court sentenced Mr. Anderson to a
unified term of five years, with two years fixed; however, instead of suspending the sentence and
placing Mr. Anderson on probation, the district court retained jurisdiction.  The judgment of
conviction was entered on August 3, 2016.  (R., pp.84-87.)
3Mr. Anderson participated in a substance abuse rider program with the Idaho Department
of  Corrections  (IDOC).   (PSI,  p.40.)   Even  though  he  did  not  receive  any  formal  disciplinary
sanctions on this rider, the IDOC recommended the district court relinquish jurisdiction.  (PSI,
pp.41, 44.)  At the rider review hearing, the State recommended relinquishment, and counsel for
Mr. Anderson recommended he be placed on probation or be allowed to complete a second rider.
(2/8/17 Tr., p.7, Ls.19-22, p.11, Ls.15-17, p.13, Ls.2-5.)  The district court relinquished
jurisdiction.  (2/8/17 Tr., p.18, L.21 – p.19, L.1.)  The order relinquishing jurisdiction was
entered on February 13, 2017, and Mr. Anderson filed a timely notice of appeal on March 10,
2017.  (R., pp.92-94, 95-97.)
ISSUES
I. Did  the  district  court  abuse  its  discretion  when  it  sentenced  Mr.  Anderson  to  a  unified
term of five years, with two years fixed?
II. Did the district court abuse its discretion when it relinquished jurisdiction?
ARGUMENT
I.
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Sentenced Mr. Anderson To A Unified Term
Of Five Years, With Two Years Fixed
Mr. Anderson asserts that, given any view of the facts, his unified sentence of five years,
with two years fixed, is excessive.  Where, as here, the sentence imposed by the district court is
within statutory limits, “the appellant bears the burden of demonstrating that it is a clear abuse of
discretion.” State v. Miller, 151 Idaho 828, 834 (2011) (quoting State v. Windom, 150 Idaho 873,
875 (2011)).  “When a trial court exercises its discretion in sentencing, ‘the most fundamental
requirement is reasonableness.’” Id. (quoting State v. Hooper, 119 Idaho 606, 608 (1991)).  “A
4sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the primary objective of protecting
society and to achieve any or all of the related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution.”
Id. (citation omitted).  “When reviewing the reasonableness of a sentence this Court will make an
independent examination of the record, ‘having regard to the nature of the offense, the character
of  the  offender  and  the  protection  of  the  public  interest.’” Id. (quoting State v. Shideler, 103
Idaho 593, 594 (1982)).
The sentence imposed upon Mr. Anderson was not reasonable given the nature of his
offense, his character, and the protection of the public interest.  The domestic violence evaluator
concluded Mr. Anderson presented a low to moderate risk to reoffend, and both the prosecutor
and counsel for Mr. Anderson recommended probation.  (PSI, p.12; 8/3/16 Tr., p.9, L.23 – p.10,
L.2, p.18, Ls.18-22.)  At sentencing, Mr. Anderson’s wife said, “I’d love to see him come home
to his family,” and pointed out to the court “this was the first incident of domestic violence in our
relationship.”  (8/3/16 Tr., p.7, Ls.21-25, p.8, Ls.19-20.)  She stated she was not “fearful at all
that there’s going to be an ongoing issue” and stated “he has attempted to amend his behavior
and patterns in the last six years and has done a tremendous job.”  (8/3/16 Tr., p.8, Ls.13-16.)
She also told the district court she had arranged for marriage counseling and wanted to support
her husband through his treatment.  (8/3/16 Tr., p.8, L.21 – p.9, L.7.)  Mr. Anderson told the
district court he had made significant changes in his life since his 20s, and had “started living for
Christ” and was working “to become humble and modest, soft spoken and gentle, loving, to live
a religious lifestyle.”  (8/3/16 Tr., p.21, Ls.6-11, p.22, Ls.9-14.)
Mr. Anderson wanted to be with his wife and young daughter, and was committed to his
recovery.  He was capable of being gainfully employed and wanted to provide for his family
financially.  (PSI, pp.16-17.)  In light of all the mitigating factors that exist in this case, the
5district court abused its discretion when it refused to follow the recommendations of counsel, and
sentenced Mr. Anderson to a unified term of five years, with two years fixed.
II.
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Relinquished Jurisdiction
This Court reviews a district court’s decision to relinquish jurisdiction for an abuse of
discretion. See State v. Latneau, 154 Idaho 165, 166 (2013); see also I.C. § 19-2601(4).  “A
court properly exercises its discretion when it (1) correctly perceives the issue to be one of
discretion, (2) acts within the outer boundaries of its discretion and consistently with the legal
standards applicable to the specific choices available to it, and (3) reaches its decision by an
exercise of reason.” Latneau, 154 Idaho at 166 (citation omitted).  The district court abused its
discretion when it relinquished jurisdiction over Mr. Anderson because it did not reach its
decision by an exercise of reason.
At the rider review hearing, counsel for Mr. Anderson explained to the district court that
Mr. Anderson found the rider “wasn’t addressing his anger issues and his stress management
issues.”  (2/8/17 Tr., p.9, Ls.10-14.)  Counsel explained Mr. Anderson did not fully engage in the
programming because “he felt that most of the programming there was aimed at substance abuse
issues” and his criminal offense stemmed not from his marijuana use, but from anger and stress.
(2/8/17 Tr., p.9, Ls.16-24.)  Mr. Anderson told the district court he “really tried on [his] rider.”
(2/8/17 Tr., p.14, Ls.10-11.)  He explained:
This has been really hard on my family.  I’d like to be home to help.  I have
caused a lot of pain and I’ve damaged the trust in my marriage – in our marriage.
A lot of responsibilities – all of the responsibilities have fallen on my wife’s
shoulders.  She has to work and pick up odds-and-ends jobs and be a
parent/provider.  And . . . I’ve tried to be a support, but I can only do . . . so much
[as] a voice on the phone.  My daughter’s growing up without her father.
6(2/8/17 Tr., p.14, L.19 – p.15, L.3.)
Mr.  Anderson  told  the  district  court  he  had  enrolled  in  multiple  programs  to  “start
recovery” and address stress, anger management, substance abuse, and marital issues.  (2/8/17
Tr., p.15, Ls.10-21.)  He said, “I’m very interested in treatment.  I want to be better for my
family.  I want to be better for the community.  I don’t want to cause my wife any more pain and
any more stress.”  (2/8/17 Tr., p.15, Ls.21-25.)  He made a plea to the court:  “I ask for mercy
and a chance to prove myself utilizing strength that I feel that I have available to me.”  (2/8/17
Tr., p.16, Ls.13-15.)   In light of Mr. Anderson’s obvious commitment to his family and his
recovery, the district court abused its discretion when it relinquished jurisdiction over him.
CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated above, Mr. Anderson respectfully requests that this Court vacate
the district court’s order relinquishing jurisdiction, and remand this case to the district court for a
new sentencing hearing and/or rider review hearing, with instructions to place him on probation.
DATED this 15th day of August, 2017.
___________/s/______________
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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